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THE NAME OF THE MEKILTA 1 
By Jacob Z. Lauterbach, Hebrew Union College. 

The name ' Mekilta ' or ' Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael ' by 
which the Halakic or Tannaitic Midrash to Exodus is 
designated, has been the subject of considerable discussion 
among Jewish scholars. Many valuable suggestions have 
been made, many good ideas have been offered, but so far 
no satisfactory theory has been advanced which would 
explain, convincingly and satisfactorily, the origin and the 
meaning of this name, and why it was applied as a special 
designation to this Midrash in particular. This, to my 
mind, is due mostly to the fact that the scholars who 
discussed this question accepted as established facts certain 
ideas for which, in reality, there was no foundation at all. 
The result of such an acceptance of wrong and unfounded 
premises by these scholars was that they reached wrong 
conclusions, and failed to find the correct answer to the 
question. Some of them reason in a circle. They take 
for granted what they set out to prove, and then proceed 
to prove it on the basis of what they have taken for granted 
and assumed as facts. Others, again, while having correct 

1 The plan of the Jewish Classics for which series I am preparing a new 
critical edition of the Mekilta provides but limited space for Introductions. 
I am, therefore, publishing here part of what should be an introduction to 
my new edition of the Mekilta. The next article will deal with the 
arrangement and the divisions ot the Mekilta. 

The views as to the meaning of the name Mekilta, expressed by me in the 
Jewish Encyclopedia, vol. VIII, ->. 444 f., are hereby abandoned. 
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ideas and good suggestions, failed to follow up their 
correct ideas or good suggestions by further research, and 
a thorough investigation of the question, all because they 
could not or would not rid themselves of certain pre- 
conceived notions as to the meaning of the name, ' Mekilta'. 
I say this, not in mere criticism of the scholars whose 
answers to our question are unsatisfactory, but by way of 
an apology for the rather lengthy and detailed discussion 
which I am about to give to this subject. 

The best method to follow in the attempt to solve our 
problem seems to me to be the one of dividing the problem 
into its different parts, and treating each part separately. 
Accordingly, we must seek to answer the following three 
questions : 

First: When did the name 'Mekilta' first come into 
use, i. e. when and by whom was it applied as a special 
designation for our Midrash in particular? 

Second : What is the exact meaning of this term, and 
in what sense was it used at the time when it was applied 
as a special name to our Midrash ? 

Third : Does our Midrash possess any characteristic 
feature, distinguishing it from other Midrashim of its class, 
so as to justify its having a special name, and is this 
characteristic feature indicated by or expressed in this 
special designation ? In other words, does the designation 
Mekilta especially fit our Midrash to Exodus? 

As to the first question, when and by whom this name 
was given to our Midrash in particular, Z. Frankel has 
stated correctly, that the designation Mekilta was not 
given to our Midrash by R. Ishmael to whom our Midrash 
is ascribed {Monatsschrift, 1853, p. 392). I believe we can 
go further, and state with all certainty that the name 
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Mekilta was not given to our Midrash by its Redactor, 
whoever he was. The name Mekilta was given to our 
Midrash by others, and at a much later time than its 
redaction, to describe or characterize by this designation 
some peculiarity of this Midrash. The approximate time 
when this designation was applied to our Midrash can be 
fixed by ascertaining the period of time during which our 
Midrash was not known under this special name, or was 
even called by another name. 

The Talmud does not know our Midrash by the name 
of Mekilta. The term Mekilta in the passage of p. Abodah 
Zarah IV, 8 (44 b) does not refer to our Midrash as Weiss 
{Introduction to the Mekilta, p. xviii) would have it (see 
below, and comp. Friedmann, Introduction to the Mekilta, 
p. xxxi). Nor can we consider seriously the other sug- 
gestion made by Weiss {ibidem), to correct the text in all 
those talmudic passages where, beside nsD and triSD, there 
is mentioned xro^n, and to read sn^ao instead of Nna^n 
(see Friedmann, Introduction, p. xxxiv). Without entering 
into any discussion of the question whether or not the 
Talmud knew our Midrash, in the form in which it is 
preserved to us, we can state with all certainty that it did 
not know it under the name of Mekilta. Whatever 
Tannaitic Midrash to Exodus the Talmud did know, or 
in whatever form such a Midrash may have existed in 
Talmudic times, it was considered as a part of the collection 
of Tannaitic Midrashim to the three books of the Torah, 
Exodus and Numbers and Deuteronomy, and was included 
in the general title, ' Sifre debe Rab ', 2 given to this 

2 Or 2~l ">21 '1DD 1KB', i.e the other books of the Pentateuch, besides 
Leviticus, containing laws ; see Hoffmann, Zur Einleitung in die halachischen 
Midraschim, Berlin, 1887, p. 40, and Zur Einleitung in die Mechilta de-Rabbi 
Simon ben Jochai, Frankfurt a. M., 1906, pp. 2 and 5, note x. 
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collection of Midrashim in the Talmud, but it did not 
have any special name for itself. 

This fact, that the Tannaitic Midrash to Exodus formed 
part of the ' Sifre ' mentioned in the Talmud is attested 
by the best rabbinic authorities, and accepted by almost 
all modern scholars. 

This including of the Midrash to Exodus in the 
collection of the other Midrashim and calling it by 
the name of Sifre, which we observed in the Talmud, 
continued also in post-talmudic times throughout the 
entire period of the Geonim, and is found also among early 
rabbinic authorities of the period after the Geonim. 

I shall arrange here in chronological order those post- 
talmudic authorities who did not know our Midrash under 
the name of Mekilta, but refer to it under the name of 
Sifre ; then, those authorities who occasionally use the 
term srtao, not as a name, but as a description of our 
Midrash or of parts of it ; and finally, those authorities 
who use the term Kn^3D as a designation or as the name 
for our Midrash. This will show us the time when the 
name Mekilta was given to our Midrash, or since when this 
name became its special designation. 

Among the Geonim of the ninth century our Midrash 
was not known by any special name, but was included in 
Sifre. Amram Gaon includes our Midrash in the Sifre, 
see L. Ginzberg, Geonica, II, pp. 307, 329. In another 
Gaonic responsum of the ninth century, published by 
Ginsberg {ibidem, pp. 37-9), there is given an interesting 
explanation of the meaning of the word WP^D, which we 
shall discuss further on. What interests us at this point is 
that, apparently, neither the questioner nor the respondent 
knew of a Midrash called by the name of Mekilta. 
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The author of the Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim does 
not know of any special name for the Midrash to Exodus. 
He plainly states that this Midrash, together with the 
Midrash to Numbers and Deuteronomy, is called by 
the name Sifre. 

The statement reads as follows: nbtt) Win \m nsDl 
rnin iWO Wim DHlpen wim nice. This is the original 
and correct reading of the passage as given in the following 
editions of the Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim : S. D. Luzzatto 
in Kerem Ckemed, IV, p. 193; Filipowski's edition of the 
fDrm, London, 1857 (p. 253 ; comp. Vitry, 49a); Graetz, 
Einleitung in den Talmud (Breslau, 1871, p. 32) ; A. Marx, 
Neue Texte des Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim, p. vi. 

It it true in the edition of the Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim 
published by H. J. D. Azulai in his DnDan? "IJJ1 , there is found 
a reading which mentions our Midrash by the name Mekilta. 
The passage reads : nrn BHinn }» nw r6xi ibd kw xn^3D 
NnSD ejlD "IV D37. But this is not the correct reading. It is 
a variation made by a later hand, by one who already knew 
that the Midrash to Exodus was described as wtao. The 
same is to be said about the passage in Halakot Gedolot 
at the end of nsDn rvD^n (editio Vienna, 1810, p. 106 a), 3 
where we find the following reading: nsD nymN ;nc? 'nSDl 
nnrn .-6ni -dti nsDi nux> rbxri Nn^riDi ton rwx"n ;n i^xi. 
Here also the original text had only the passage ;ntJ> , "ISD1 
nSD njaiK, and the words that follow, from [n l^xi to 
B'nnn rbtft, are a later interpolation, explaining the fore- 
going statement (see L. Ginsberg, Orientalistische Liter atur- 
zeitung, 1910, No. 5, p. 227). We cannot determine the time 

3 This passage of the Halakot Gedolot is also found in the Gaonic 
COID DID' i»? nt'EHS TlT'D , published by Ch. M. Horowitz in ^V frVYirl 
D'JltWl, Frankfurt a. M., 1881, p. 43. 
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when the author of this explanatory interpolation lived. 
It is evident, however, that even in his time the Midrash 
to Exodus was still considered as part of the Sifre, and 
included in this name. The author merely wishes to give 
a description of this part of the Sifre, the Midrash to 
Exodus, for which description he uses the term xn^ao. 

Of the Geonim of the tenth century, Saadya is the only 
one of whom it could possibly be said that he referred 
to our Midrash under the name of Mekilta. In a Genizah, 
fragment cited by Harkavy in Hakedem,\, 1907, p. 127 
and supposed to contain statements of Saadya, there is 
found the following passage, xrtaco onnm 133 DTTOlo nt by\ 
tin fWn b6 "im 11K33 niDE> rfpxi, referring to the saying 
found in our Mekilta (Bahodesh X, Weiss 79 b). It is 
apparent, however, that the term nr6\30 in this passage 
is used as a description, and not as a designation for the 
Midrash to Exodus. Had xrtajo been the designation or 
name of the Midrash to Exodus, the additional words 
root? n?Nl would have been entirely unnecessary. 4 Just as 
we never say Nlp'l KiSD, except, of course, when we wish 
to refer to a passage in Sifra belonging to the Sidra Wayikra 
because Sifra is known to be the name of the Midrash to 
Leviticus, so it could not have been said 1"iidb> ntan Kntao, 
if Mekilta had been known as the name of the Midrash 
to Exodus. It is even more likely that the term Witod 
nioc r6{<l in this passage, as well as in the interpolation 
to the Halakot Gedolot and in Azulai's version of the 

4 To argue that the words niOB' rW'iT were added to distinguish the 
Midrash to Exodus from Midrashim to other books of the Pentateuch, 
likewise, called Mekilta, would take for granted that the Geonim designated 
by the name 'Mekilta' not only the Midrash to Exodus but also other 
Midrashim, when, as a matter of fact, we have no proof for their having 
known even the Midrash to Exodus by that name. 
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Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim, simply means ' the collection, 
or collections, 5 of Midrashim to the book of Exodus '. In 
a responsum by a Gaon who lived after Saadya (Harkavy, 
N0.66jp.31) a passage from ourMekilta(ShirahI,Weiss4ia) 
is quoted as 31 "31 nSD "ikbo WW wnm nm. So this 
Gaon knew our Mekilta by the name of 31 m nao "INE> 
and not by the name of Mekilta. 

Sherira Gaon does not know our Midrash by the special 
name of Mekilta. For in his famous epistle in which he 
mentions Midrash, Tosefta, Sifra, Sifre, and Talmud, when 
and by whom they were redacted or arranged, he fails to 
mention the Mekilta. Nor was he asked about the Mekilta 
in particular. Evidently both his questioner, Jacob of 
Kairuan, and Sherira himself knew the Midrash to Exodus 
merely as part of the Sifre and included in this name, and 
not by the name of Mekilta. 

In another responsum addressed to Jacob of Kairuan 
(Harkavy, No. 26a, p. 135) Sherira uses the term NDN^OD 
in the sense of DirDDD or Mishnah collections. Evidently 
he does not know the term twi^ao as a special designation 
for the Midrash to Exodus. 6 

Even of the last of the Geonim, Hai Gaon, we cannot 
state definitely that he knew the Midrash to Exodus by 

6 The word is probably to be read in the plural form Nn? , ;)D. If in the 
course of this article I use the form Mekilta, I do so because this has become 
the generally accepted form, though the proper pronunciation of the name 
should be in the plural, Mekilata ; see below, note 23. 

6 I cannot accept the suggestion offered by Ginzberg (Orientalistische 
Literaturseitung, I. c.) that the Geonim might have made a distinction between 
the use of the term NPIp'DD in the singular, as designating the Midrash to 
Exodus, and the use of the plural KJ"I?*3D in the sense of collections, or 
niri2DD- For, as a matter of fact, we have no proof whatever for the 
assumption that the Geonim ever did use the singular NPlp*3D as a designation 
of the Midrash to Exodus. 

VOL. XI. N 
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the name of Mekilta, though it must have been in his 
time that the Midrash began to be described or called 
by the name Mekilta. In a responsum of his, probably- 
addressed indirectly to Samuel Hanagid, there is found 
the following passage in which the term sn^ao occurs : 
pw "wn inim un pm s»n 3-1 m nsDo snna xn -ip^ hx 
nynn 5>nr "ie*o -ioix sin pi p rvab rrmj? k»3< eji^n prwa 
-i3-6 rvsn put? »a ^y f)Ni iwitj» pxi xn^aoai noui rmNn •>att 
iriN ha in Q^jj-ia tip *mi> nar. 

The Baraita referred to in this passage is the one found 
in our Mekilta (Mishpatim XVI) though the reading in 
our Mekilta is somewhat different. Now the Gaon tells us 
that the origin of this Baraita is in the ' Sifre debe Bab ', 
so he refers to our Mekilta under the name of ' Sifre debe 
Rab '. The Gaon further tells us that all the versions or 
editions of this Baraita of the Sifre agree in the reading 
rrny. The only difference that exists between the different 
versions is in the introductory formula with which the 
Scriptural support is adduced. Instead of the introductory 
formula "ID1N Nlfi pi, there is found in the Palestinian 
Mekilta, 7 the formula 13"6 "iat •m!> rvtn ;w »fi"jR«. The 
same formula which the Gaon found in the Palestinian 
Mekilta is also found in our Mekilta. From the very fact that 
the Gaon uses the phrase btr\W pso xn^aoai ' in the Pales- 
tinian Mekilata ', and contrasts it with the ' Sifre debe Rab ', 
it is evident that he did not know the name Mekilata as 
being the special designation of the Midrash to Exodus. 
For had the Midrash to Exodus been known to him under 
the name Mekilta, the qualifying term ' Palestinian ', pto 

7 Here also the word is probably to be read in the plural form NTIT3Dai, 
unless we assume that the Gaon refers only to the one part, or NrDD?2, of our 
Midrash in which the passage is found ; see below, note 23. 
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?&nK>' , ) would have been superfluous. It would have been 
sufficient to say, 'in the Mekilta'. 3 Again, after having 
identified this Midrash with the ' Sifre debe Rab ', which 
he told us was the source of the Baraita in question, how 
could the Gaon, in the same paragraph, call the very same 
Midrash by another name, and contrast it with the ' Sifre 
debe Rab'. It is, therefore, evident that, like his father 
Sherira, Hai Gaon uses the term NfiTOD in its general 
meaning of ' collection', hence the need of the qualifying 
term ' Palestinian ', bttr\W pNT , to describe in which col- 
lection of the ' Sifre debe Rab ' this variant reading was 
found. The phrase, 5>N"IB« pNT ttf&oeai, accordingly means 
nothing else than a Palestinian version, or edition, of the 
Sifre debe Rab, or of that part of it dealing with the book 
of Exodus. 

Thus it may be stated that the Geonim, like the Talmud, 
did not have any special designation for the Midrash to 
Exodus which they considered and knew only as a part 

8 The argument that the qualification 7K"W J»"ltO might have been 
necessary to distinguish our Mekilta from the other Mekilta, the one of 
R. Simon b. Johai, assuming that the latter alone was included by the 
Geonim in the Sifre debe Rab (compare Hoffmann, Zur Einleitung in die 
halachischen Midraschim, p. 36, note 2), does not hold. In the first place, 
there is no proof for the assumption that only the Mekilta of R. Simon 
b. Johai was identified by the Geonim with the Sifre debe Rab (compare 
Hoffmann, Zur Einleitung in die Mechilta de-Rabbi Simeon b. Jochai, 
Frankfurt a. M., 1906, p. 5, where Hoffmann himself expresses some doubts 
in the matter). On the contrary, we have seen that our Mekilta also was 
included by the Geonim in the Sifre. But above all, the argument defeats 
itself. For, if the Mekilta of R. Simon b. Johai alone, and not our Mekilta, 
was included in the Sifre and called by that name, then there was only one 
Midrash left to be called by the name of Mekilta, and this was our Midrash ; 
and the mere name Mekilta, without the qualification ?tO£" V"ttH, would 
have sufficiently distinguished it from the Midrash of R. Simon b. Johai, 
included in and called by the name of Sifre debe Rab. 

N 2 
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of the Sifre. In only two instances we have found that 
when referring to the Midrash to Exodus the Geonim, 
Saadya and Hai, use the term xn?*3D as a description of 
that Midrash, but not as its special designation. 

It is only outside of Babylon, and by teachers who do 
not belong to the official schools of the Geonim, that the 
name KriP'OD is used as a special designation, or as the name 
for the Midrash to Exodus. The first to our knowledge 
to designate our Midrash by the name of ' Mekilta ' or 
'Mekilta de- Rabbi Ishmael' were the contemporaries and 
correspondents of Hai Gaon, R. Nissim of Kairuan and 
R. Samuel Hanagid of Granada in Spain. 

In his work on the Talmud, Sefer ha-Mafteah (ed. 
Goldenthal, Vienna, 1847, p. 44 b, to Sabbath 106 b), 
R. Nissim, referring to a certain Baraita, states that its 
origin is in the Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael, KJV"nn nr "ipw 
bxyow OT xrtao tpM. This Baraita is indeed found at 
the end of our Mekilta. Nissim, then, knew our Midrash 
by the specific name of Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael. Still 
more definite is his contemporary, R. Samuel Hanagid, 
who, in his Mebo ha-Talmud, expressly distinguishes the 
Midrash to Exodus, which he designates by the name of 
Mekilta de- Rabbi Ishmael, from the Sifre, which he declares 
to comprise only the two books, Numbers and Deuteronomy. 
He speaks of mini wps? ot nvniNi bxycw nm xnkiD 
rrn:nn rbx) wd nanoa new *ni> xip'i naD Kim k-ibd kvi twro. 
It was probably from R. Nissim that R. Samuel Hanagid 
learned to distinguish the Midrash to Exodus from the Sifre, 
and to apply to the former the specific name of Mekilta 
de-Rabbi Ishmael. R. Nathan of Rome, a younger con- 
temporary of Samuel Hanagid, likewise distinguishes our 
Midrash from the Sifre. He declares the Sifre to consist 
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of the Midrash to only two books — Numbers and Deutero- 
nomy — of the Pentateuch, [Win w fnt? irbm Kin nso 
(Aruk, s. v. nso), while the Midrash to Exodus, which he 
quotes many times, he calls Mekilta. Accordingly we may 
state definitely that in the eleventh century some teachers, 
R. Nissim, R. Samuel, Hanagid, and R. Nathan of Rome, 
considered the Midrash to Exodus as a Midrash distinct 
and separate from the Sifre, and they called it by the 
specific name of Mekilta or Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael. 
And from the twelfth century on we find an increasing 
number of teachers applying the name ' Mekilta ' or ' Mekilta 
de-Rabbi Ishmael ' as a specific designation for the Midrash 
to Exodus. However, even then the older practice of con- 
sidering this Midrash as a part of the Sifre and designating 
it as such still continued. And up to the close of the 
fourteenth century we find our Midrash called by both 
its older name nSD, as well as by its new name Mekilta. 
Only after that period the older mode of designating our 
Midrash by the name of Sifre was no more used, and the 
new name Mekilta, or Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael, became 
its sole name. 

Before proceeding to inquire into the meaning of this 
name, and why it was given to our Midrash in particular, 
I first wish to cite here those authorities up to the close 
of the fourteenth century who still considered our Midrash 
as part of the Sifre, and would quote it by that name. 
I deem this necessary, for it furnishes additional proof for 
our theory that Mekilta is the younger name of our 
Midrash, and that this new name only gradually supplanted 
the older original name, which was Sifre. Had Mekilta 
been the original name of our Midrash it would be hard 
to explain how after the eleventh century, when our Midrash 
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was certainly already distinguished from the Sifre to 
Numbers and Deuteronomy and forming a separate work, 
some authorities should come to designate it by the name 
of Sifre, a name then already applied as a specific designa- 
tion for the Midrash to Numbers and Deuteronomy. 

R. Gershom b. Judah of Mayence, in his commentary 
on Temurah 4 a, quotes twice a passage as from Sifre (the 
second time it is printed by mistake &nsD for ne»D). This 
passage is not found in Sifre, but is found in the Mekilta 
Kaspa I (Mishpatim XIX). But R. Gershom calls our 
Mekilta by the name of Sifre (see Hoffmann, Zur Einleitung 
in die halachischen Midrashim, p. 73). 

R. Solomon b. Isaac (Rashi), who knows our Midrash 
by the name of Mekilta, and frequently quotes it by that 
name, and in some passages expressly distinguishes it from 
the Sifre (see his remark urtaoa bit* "nana rrw son 13 
fpn fTW, in his commentary on Numbers 11. ao), yet 
occasionally calls our Midrash by its older name Sifre. 
Thus in his commentary on Exodus 18. 3, he quotes a 
saying found in our Mekilta Amalek IV (Yetro II, Friedmann 
59 a), and adds to it naoa Wit? 13 ' Thus we learn in Sifre '. 
This saying is not found in Sifre, but Rashi here calls our 
Mekilta by the name of Sifre. Likewise in a responsum 
(published by J. Muller in "vnta nsnv 'DDn rvoiKTi, Vienna, 
1881, No. 25, p. 13) he refers to a passage as being found 
in the Sifre debe Rab. But the passage in question is not 
found in Sifre, but in our Mekilta (Bahodesh VII). So here 
again Rashi calls our Mekilta by the name of ' Sifre 
debe Rab'. 

In his commentary on Job 38. 1, referring to a saying 
found in the Mekilta Beshalah V (Friedmann 32 a), he uses 
the phrase "HBD3 tSHSDia. Likewise, in his commentary on 
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the Talmud (Shabbat 146 a), referring to a saying found 
in the Mekilta Bahodesh IX (Friedmann 71 b), he uses the 
phrase 'HBD3 x'oma. R. Eliezer b. Nathan, in his Eben 
ha-Ezer (|"3&n 1SD), paragraph 271, referring to a saying 
found in our Mekilta Kaspa II (Mishpatim XX, Friedmann 
10a b), uses the phrase 3n "ai nsD3 'W. The saying is not 
found in Sifre. Evidently |"3tO likewise calls the Mekilta 
by the name of Sifre debe Rab. 9 The Tosafists, likewise, 
occasionally refer to our Midrash under the name of Sifre, 
although, like Rashi, they also knew it by the name of 
Mekilta. Thus, in their comments on the Talmud, B. M. 
iab, s. v . fTQj xijn , nd, referring to the statement found 
in the Mekilta Mishpatim III that a woman cannot sell 
herself into slavery, use the phrase nfiD3 NrVK*M . In their 
commentary on the Pentateuch, commenting upon Exod. 
12. 30, they quote a passage from our Mekilta (Pisha XIII), 
and introduce it with the phrase HBD3 pHOK 'We say in 
Sifre'. Kikewise, in their comment on Exod. 20. 1, they 
quote a passage from our Mekilta (Bahodesh IV) with the 
remark that it is found in Sifre (Sifra is a misprint for Sifre). 
R. Jacob Tam probably also considered our Mekilta as part 
of the Sifre, see Ginzberg, Geonica, II, p. 329, note 9. 

R. Judah b. Eliezer (n'SH), in his commentary on the 
Pentateuch (printed together with the commentary of 
the Tosafists, Warsaw, 1904), also calls our Mekilta by the 
name of Sifre (see his comment on Exodus 16. 35). And 
Ashen, in his commentary on Nedarim 36 b, also includes 
our Mekilta in the name of Sifre (compare Ginzberg, 
Geonica, II, p. 307). 

9 For this reference as well as for the reference to Rashi Job 38. 1 and 
Shabbat 146 a, I am indebted to my friend, Prof. L. Ginzberg, of the Jewish 
Theological Seminary in New York. 
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Perhaps the statement i>NJW un -nSD arc, made by R. 
Samson of Chinon in his Sefer Keritut (Leshon Limmudim, 
II, 13), is to be understood as referring only to the Mekilta, 
which the author considers as part of the Sifre and hence 
calls it by that name. Possibly the word Tmth has been 
omitted by mistake, and the statement should read in full 
^>NJW 'm Tmih naD ono (compare Z. Frankel, Darke ha- 
Mishnah, p. 309, and against him H. S. Horovitz, Siphre 
D'be Rab (Leipzig, 1917, Introduction, p. vi, note 4). 

R. Solomon Ibn Adret, in his Novellae to Talmud 
Gittin 64 b, introduces a saying found in our Mekilta 
Mishpatim III (Friedmann 78 a) with the words, xrvx 'an 
nsD3 'Thus it is found in Sifre'. R. Nissim b. Reuben 
Gerondi, in his Novellae Gittin, I. c, also cites the same 
saying from the Mekilta with the remark, naoa ]W\n 'am 
' Thus we interpret in Sifre '. 

Hasdai Crescas, who in the preface to his Or Adonai 
(p. 1 b-a a) mentions the authors or redactors of the 
Mishnah, Tosefta, Sifra, Sifre, and the Palestinian and 
Babylonian Talmud, but does not mention the Mekilta, 
evidently also includes the latter in the Sifre. 10 

Let us now proceed to inquire into the meaning of the 
name Mekilta, and why it first was used as a description 
and then applied as a designation of the Midrash to Exodus. 
It is assumed by almost all scholars, 11 that Nn^ao, the 

10 I subsequently found that R. Joseph di Trani DD*"HnD, an author of 
the second half of the sixteenth century, also, occasionally applies the name 
Sifre to our Mekilta. In his Novellae to Kiddushin '~I3J> 13JTI KMIDa 
(Forth, 1768, p. aod), he refers to a passage in our Mekilta (Mishpatim I) 
with the remark, nSDl Dnn HTma. 

11 To my knowledge Giidemann (Monatsschrift, 1870, p. 283) and Ginzberg 
{Orient. Literaiurzeitung, I. c), are the only ones who refused to accept this 
interpretation of the term Mekilta. 
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Aramaic equivalent for the Hebrew mo, means ' rule ' or 
' method '. The plural nno , meaning the exegetical rules 
by which the Torah was interpreted, fna WTH minns? nno, 
became the name for the Midrashim, since they employ 
these methods or rules of interpretation. The Aramaic 
equivalent for nno, i. e. Mekilata, the plural form of 
Mekilta, thus became the name of our Midrash (Zunz, 
Gottesdienstliche Vortrage, pp. 50-51 ; Friedmann, Intro- 
duction to the Mekilta, p. xxxii ; Hoffmann, Zur Einleitung, 
etc., pp. 3, 37, and 71 ; compare also Frankel in Monats- 
schrift, 1853, P- 39 3 )- According to this explanation of 
the meaning of the term Mekilta, the name would apply 
to all Midrashim alike. It must therefore be explained 
why it was applied to the Midrash to Exodus in particular. 
To meet this difficulty Friedmann offers the following 
explanation. The name Mekilta, indeed, was the original 
name for all the halakic Midrashim to the four books of the 
Pentateuch, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. 
But after the Midrash to Leviticus received the special 
name K"lSD, and after the two Midrashim to Numbers and 
Deuteronomy were joined together and given the special 
name 'laD, there was left only the Midrash to Exodus 
to be called by the original name Mekilta (Introduction to 
Mekilta, pp. xxxvi and xl). This explanation, however, 
must be rejected as utterly false. In the first place, it 
presupposes that Mekilta is the older name, and Sifra and 
Sifre are the younger ones. In this case we certainly 
should expect to find the older, original name mentioned 
in the Talmudic literature, where the two younger names 
are frequently mentioned. Secondly, it does not explain 
why just the other three Midrashim received new special 
names, and only the Midrash to Exodus was left to retain 
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the older name. But, above all, it is refuted by the fact 
that the Midrash to Exodus was also included in the Sifre, 
and called by that name even after the two Midrashim to 
Numbers and Deuteronomy had been joined together. 

Just as untenable is the theory offered by Felix Perles 
(Orientalistische Literaturzeitung.igog, No. 8, p. 355 ; comp. 
also Kerem Hemed, II, p. 195, and Geiger, Nachgelassene 
Sckriften, II, p. 125). According to Perles, the Baraita of 
R. Ishmael, containing the thirteen rules, or minnt? nno :"< 
jra ntsmj, now found at the beginning of the Sifra, had 
originally its place at the beginning of the Midrash to 
Exodus. This, then, gave to the Midrash the name 
Nn^aD = nno. Later on, for reasons which can no more 
be ascertained, this Baraita of the thirteen rules was trans- 
ferred to the beginning of the Sifra, but the name which 
it gave to the Midrash to Exodus remained with the latter 
nevertheless. Without entering into a discussion of the 
question whether or not the Baraita of the thirteen rules 
originally had its place in the Midrash to Exodus, it is 
evident that this could not have been the reason for giving 
the Midrash the name Mekilta. For the Baraita itself is 
nowhere called nd^jd or miD,but is referred to as *3*i b>Tid 
taycti". 12 Furthermore, we have seen that the name Mekilta 
was given to our Midrash not earlier than the eleventh 
century, and at that time the Midrash to Exodus did not 
contain the Baraita of the thirteen rules. Thus we see 
that even granting the premises that nno was a technical 
term designating Midrashim, and that NJl^ao is the Aramaic 
translation of this Hebrew technical term, even then it 
remains unexplained why our Midrash, once called Sifre 

12 riPSD ni3?n TUCXn 1SD, pp. 7 and 8. For other references see 
Zunz, op. tit., p. 53. 
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like the Midrashim to Numbers and Deuteronomy, should 
have received the name Mekilta as its special designation. 
As a matter of fact, however, these premises are not correct. 

There is no proof for the statement that nne is used 
in the Talmud as a technical term for Midrash. In those 
passages in the Talmud in which the term mo or nvro is 
found as designating halakic teachings, it means col- 
lections of halakic teachings in Midrash form. 13 It may 
possibly be interpreted to designate halakic collections 
in both Midrash and Mishnah form, but it cannot 
be interpreted to mean Midrash collections exclusively. 
Thus the saying of R. Simon b. Johai, Wi»e> WlD W Ml 
fcopy ui bv vnno nicnno nioiin (Gittin 67 a) means 
' Study my halakic collections for they are the choice 
selections from the collections of R. Akiba , . 1 * 

Likewise the term jnot? p ">ty5»M m bw vriVTO in 
Menahot 18 a simply means R. Eleazar's collections of 
halakic teachings. Judging from the context one must 
assume that these collections were Mishnah collections and 
not Midrashim. 13 

As to the meaning of the Aramaic term tttitao, as used 
in the Talmud in referring to halakic teachings, it is even 
more evident that it was applied only to collections in 
Mishnah form, and never was used to designate Midrashim. 16 

For the sake of completeness, I will cite here all the 
passages in the Babylonian and Palestinian Talmud in 

15 Compare Ginzberg, /. c. 

14 Rashi explains it to refer to the Mishnah-collections of R. Akiba : 

wpy ijn bu> vrvWD np'y -pno D'nmni D*mrn 'nniri i-mb. 

15 From Yebamot 84 b it is evident that Judah Hanasi studied with 
R. Eleazar b. Shamua Mishnah and not Midrash. 

16 Compare Hoffmann, Zur Einleitung in die Mechilta de-Rabbi Simeon 
b. Jochai, p. 2. 
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which the term sr6*3D occurs, and it will be seen that in all 
of them the term designates a Mishnah or Baraita collection. 
In Pesahim 48 a it is said, that although in the Mishnah 
R. Eliezer is silent, and does not answer the argument of 
R. Joshua, it does not follow that he agrees with him, for 
his answer may be found in another collection, pW "TICK 
vinnN Nntaoa rr6 *nnto prwnea rrb. It is evident that 
Mekilta in this passage cannot mean Midrash, for then the 
qualifying term WiriK would be entirely superfluous. It 
would be a sufficient contrast to say, he was silent in the 
Mishnah but answered in the Midrash. But Mekilta 
evidently means a collection of halakic teachings like our 
Mishnah, hence it is necessary to add the word wintc to 
indicate that the answer of R. Eliezer, though missing in 
our Mishnah, may be found in another Mishnah collection. 

In the passage in Gittin 44 a, where R. Jeremiah says 
to R. Zerika TTi^3D3 |«j» pis, the term xn^ao cannot mean 
Midrash. It rather means, as Rashi explains it, !WD3 
"p rnriDn, a collection of Mishnayot or Baraitot. And, 
indeed, the Baraita which R. Zerika, after some search did 
find, is a Mishnah-Baraita and not a Midrash-Baraita. 
Likewise, in the statement sn^aoo 3Tiio *ani Tax "\sm b"-\ 
Wins* (Temurah 33 a), the expression Wins sn^aoo cannot 
mean ' from another Midrash ', as Zunz {op. cit., p. 50) seems 
to assume. It merely means ' from another collection ', 17 
or, as Rashi explains it, from another Baraita which he 
found WinN MVna rotWi. And, indeed, the Baraita cited 
there is a Mishnah-Baraita, and not a Midrash-Baraita. 

In the passage, pJW "\T\a6 bin NCT ubyn K"in >:m SW 13 
oan wn vbyo Kin njk \b ice ynn vnn pia n"i> jnpiD 

17 Tosafot s.». i)"32»1 read "nnPIK ttfl^ODS 'jm, which means, he 
recited a Baraita, found in another collection ; see below, note ai. 
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(p. Shebiit, X, p. 39 d), the term vb^D evidently means 
tractate or xroDD 18 or collection, but not of Midrash ex- 
clusively. The meaning of the saying is, that if the people 
honour him because they believe him to be learned or 
versed in two tractates or collections he must not accept 
this undeserved honour, but declare to them that he has 
studied or knows only one tractate or collection. 

Likewise, in the statement ttn^aD rmo '"\ p<BN (p. 
Abodah zarah, IV, p. 44 b) the term NJV'OD means a col- 
lection of halakic teachings. And the Baraita which 
R. Josiah cites from this collection is a Mishnah- Baraita 
and not a Midrash-Baraita. 19 

There is only one passage which would seem to lend 
support to the supposition that the term nvro and its 
Aramaic equivalent KTi^3D were used to designate Midrashim, 
and this is the passage in the Midrash Leviticus R., Ill, i, 
which we shall now consider. 

The passage reads, as follows : D'TlD W raw <D aiD 
wiijn nn mjni aba ana Sn uw nia^n ny\mr <dd ana bw 
rmv Nine vx> ana Sm rtobn ruiw *k> aio pSn na npnnn 
na nprvon nwjn nn mjni xbtt ana ^n uw nnoi roaSn 
row Nine idd ana ^m nn»i nia^n rats' Nine <d aia jn^sd 
nprwon i-rmm nn mm xi>x ana !»n uw iiD^m nnoi ma^n 
ishx 13. 

R. Nathan, in Aruk, s. v. no, quotes the second sentence 
of our Midrash moi ryp^n row "US which he comments on as 
follows : pja niBmo -iota nin^aoi nvjeo row »» aio pitd 

18 So it is explained by Aruk s. v. ?DD. 

19 The fact that this Baraita is also found in our Mekilta does not in the 
least affect the correctness of our statement. The redactors of the halakic 
Midrashim have embodied in their works many Mishnah-Baraitot taken 
from other collections ; see Hoffmann, Zur Einleitung in die halachischen 
Midraschim, p. 3. 
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xn^30. Following this suggestion of Aruk, Zunz (op. cit., 
p. 50), and after him Friedmann (op. cit., p. xxxii), and 
Hoffmann (op. cit., p. 3, note 5), and Bacher (Terminologie, 
I, p. 102) have understood the terms nvro and JNTOO in this 
Midrash passage to mean Midrashim. They, accordingly, 
interpreted this Midrash to mean : ' It is better for one to 
study only two orders of the accepted Mishnah and be 
thoroughly familiar with them, than to study the entire 
Mishnah collection (niD?n being the designation of the 
accepted Mishnah of Judah ha-Nasi), and not be thoroughly 
familiar with it, merely to satisfy his ambition to be called 
a student of the Mishnah. It is better for one to study 
only the Mishnah and be thoroughly familiar with it, than 
to study the Mishnah and the Midrashim and not be 
thoroughly familiar with them, merely to satisfy his ambition 
to be called a student of the Midrashim. It is better for 
one to study only the Mishnah and the Midrashim and be 
thoroughly familiar with them, than to study the Mishnah 
and the Midrashim, and in addition to these also the Talmud 
(that is the Amoraic discussions and comments to the 
Tannaitic teachings) without being thoroughly familiar with 
them, merely to satisfy his ambition to be called a student 
of the Talmud.' 

This interpretation of the Midrash passage, especially 
of the second sentence of it which concerns us, is not correct. 
According to this interpretation, the second sentence of the 
Midrash passage is out of keeping with the first and the third 
sentence, and logically not consistent with the main idea 
which the Midrash wishes to convey, viz. that it is better to 
study a small part thoroughly than to study a larger part 
superficially. In the first sentence the advice is given to 
the student rather to be content with a thorough knowledge 
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of but two orders, that is a part of the Mishnah, than to 
study superficially all the orders of the Mishnah merely 
because his ambition is to be called a student of the entire 
Mishnah and not of merely a part of it. The third sentence 
refers to one whose ambition is to be called a student of 
the Talmud, which requires a knowledge of both the 
Tannaitic teachings as well as the Amoraic comments on 
the same, for one cannot study a commentary without the 
text. The advice given to such a student, is, likewise, 
rather to content himself with a thorough knowledge of 
only a part of the Talmud, i. e. the Tannaitic teachings, 
than to study the whole of it superficially. The second 
sentence, in the meaning given to it by the interpretation 
of the scholars mentioned above, advises one, whose ambition 
it is to be called a student of Midrashim, not to try to study 
Mishnah and Midrashim superficially but rather to content 
himself with a thorough knowledge of the Mishnah. But 
it is just here where this interpretation is logically at fault. 
For Mishnah is not a part of the Midrashim, as, in the first 
sentence, the two orders are but a part of the entire Mishnah; 
or, as in the third sentence, the Tannaitic teachings are but 
a part of the Talmud. Furthermore, why should one whose 
ambition it is to be called a Midrash student, be supposed 
even to try to study both Mishnah and Midrashim ? 

It is therefore evident that the term nno and }xi»3D 
in this Midrash passage have the same meaning which we 
have found them to have in all the other passages of the 
Talmud where they occur. They merely designate collec- 
tions of halakic teachings or Mishnah collections. The 
one whose ambition it is to be called a student versed in 
many different Mishnah-collections, will, of course, study 
the main collection, i.e. the accepted Mishnah, called fi\J?n. 
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But, he will also try to study in addition other collections. 
The advice is, therefore, given to him rather to content 
himself with a thorough knowledge of but one part of the 
Mishnah collections, i.e. the accepted Mishnah, than to 
study superficially all the various Mishnah collections. 

Thus we find that the interpretation of the term twi^ao 
to mean a Midrash collection cannot be supported by any 
proof from the Talmudic Literature. For, as we have seen, 
in all the passages of the Talmud where the term is used 
it unmistakably refers to a collection of Halakot in Mishnah 
form. We have also found that even the passage in the 
Midrash Leviticus R. which Zunz considers as the most 
decisive support for his interpretation of the term tWv'OO, 
does not at all decide in his favour, but rather favours the 
interpretation of the term as meaning halakic collections in 
Mishnah form and not Midrashim. 

If we consult the post-Talmudic authorities as to the 
meaning of the term NTi^ao, we likewise find that, with 
the exception of the one suggestion by Aruk cited above, 
the ancient authorities did not understand NTO'aD to mean 
Midrash. 

Thus, in the Gaonic responsum (Ginzberg, Geonica, II, 
p. 39) already referred to above, the Gaon 20 explains urtae 
to mean a compendium of choice Halakot collected from 
the entire Talmud and made into or arranged like one 
tractate or tsrDDD. It should be noticed also that the 
questioners merely asked whether wfc'OD means a whole 
tractate or merely a Baraita 21 N'n twvna IN ton KrUDD Trtao. 

20 It was probably R. Zemah Gaon, since the latter's explanation of the 
term {Cl^aD as quoted by Johasin s.v. NpHl is identical with the one given 
in this responsum. 

21 It is probably the observation that in some passages in the Talmud the 
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So it seems that it never occurred to them that SWib'OD 
might possibly mean Midrash. We have seen above that 
Sherira Gaon uses the term snN^3» in the sense of niTDDO. 
R. Nissim of Kairuan (cited by Aruk s.v. i>3D) takes Nn^iD 
to be like sn^JD, the Gimel and the Kaf being interchange- 
able. Accordingly he understood it to mean a scroll, 
containing a collection of Halakot. 

The author of the Aruk himself (/. c.) gives two interpre- 
tations to the word tai^ao. According to the one it means 
a Baraita containing reasons or discussions of the Tannaim 
Ctann •'ttjfD rn vn& wr" 1 ")!. According to the other, it 
means a ND3DD or Tractate, just as the term n!>3D in 
p. Shebiit, X, p. 39 d . 

We have also seen that Rashi explains Nni"3D to mean 
mttD mm, i. e. a well ordered or systematically arranged 
collection of Halakot or Mishnayot. 

We accordingly find that with the exception of the one 
interpretation by Aruk, the ancient authorities interpret the 
word «n^3D to have the same meaning as the word ND3DD 
and to designate a Tractate or a compendium of Halakot. 

This meaning of the word KD^ao is practically assumed 
by all rabbinical authorities from the eleventh century down 
to our own days. For, as is well known, the word WITOD 
in the sense of twi3D0 is frequently found in works of 
Rabbinic authors, and is used to refer to any tractate 

term N]"I?*3D apparently is applied even when only one statement from 
a collection, i.e. one Baraita, is referred to, that caused them to think that 
NTl^'SO might possibly mean a single K1VH3. As a matter of fact, however, 
the reference in such passages is really to the collection from which the 
Baraita is quoted. Thus the phrase WinN NJI^aOD 3T11D in Temurah 33 a 
really means, he argues from a Baraita found in another collection. The 
improved reading offered by Tosafot there (see above, note 17) makes this 
meaning still clearer. 

VOL. XI. O 
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of either Mishnah or Tosefta, Palestinian or Babylonian 
Talmud. 

This fact certainly supports the supposition that the 
original meaning of the term Kni^D was like NrODD. Had 
the term WP'OD been originally used to designate Midrash 
exclusively, one could hardly explain how the later rabbinic 
authorities came to use it so extensively when referring to 
the tractates of the Mishnah and the Talmud. 

Having ascertained the meaning of the term ND^ao and 
especially the sense in which it was used at the time when 
it was first applied as a description of the Midrash to 
Exodus, we can now proceed to answer *-he third and last 
question of our problem, viz. does the name xn^3D express 
a special characteristic of the Midrash to Exodus, so that 
it could justly be applied to it as its special designation? 
For it is evident that the meaning of the name Nn^ato as 
given to our Midrash is the same as the meaning which this 
term has in the Talmud, and in which it is used by the 
post-talmudic rabbinic authorities. Now, we find, indeed, 
that our Midrash possesses a peculiar characteristic or one 
special feature which distinguishes it from the other 
Midrashim of its class, especially from the Sifre to which it 
originally belonged, and which entitles it to the specific 
designation NDp^D. This special feature of our Midrash 
consists of its peculiar arrangement according to tractates 
or lYirODC. 

The Midrash to Exodus consists of nine tractates. 
Each one of these tractates forms a separate collection or 
an independent treatise, dealing with one topic or one group 
of laws or one event or period in the history of Israel as 
recorded in the book of Exodus. Each one of these 
tractates is called NroDD, e.g. xnyvi NrDDD, mosn anxa, &c. 
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It is divided in chapters and each chapter is subdivided in 
paragraphs called nuiri. 22 Thus, in form and arrangement, 
these tractates, constituting our Midrash, are not in any way- 
different from the tractates of the Mishnah or Tosefta even 
though their contents form a continuous commentary or 
Midrash to a large part of the book of Exodus. 

It was because of this peculiar feature that the description 
Rn?\3D was used when referring to this Midrash. Its name 
was naD like the Midrash to Numbers and Deuteronomy, 
but occasionally, as in the case of the Saadya-fragment, the 
description WlTOD ' Tractates ' was used instead of its real 
name '"ISD. But, since this description was not definite, 
as it might refer to another group of tractates, the words 
mDC n^>Nn were added to indicate which group of tractates 
was meant, viz. the one belonging to, or dealing with, the 
book of Exodus. Gradually this substitution of the 
description sn^ao instead of the real name nso came more 
and more into use, but for a long time it did not supplant 
the name Sifre. Hence we understand how authorities like 
Rashi, the Tosafists, and others refer to our Midrash both 
as Sifre and as Mekilta. For they retained the original 
name of our Midrash which was Sifre. But when they 
wished to make clear that they refer to the part of Sifre, 
dealing with Exodus, they would describe it by its character- 
istic feature as consisting of a group of tractates and would 
use the description Kftao, or pn^3D, or Ti^ao. They used 
the plural form when referring to the Midrash as a whole, 

22 In the editions of the Mekilta the marks for these subdivisions have 
been entirely obliterated. The manuscripts still show traces of the subdivision 
of the CpIS into J"l13Pn. More about this in the article dealing with the 
arrangement and the divisions of the Mekilta which will appear in a subsequent 
issue of this Review. 

O 1 
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for it consists of a group of tractates. 23 Occasionally, 
however, when referring to one of the tractates of our 
Midrash from which they quoted a saying, and not to the 
Midrash in its entirety, they would use the singular form. 
This singular form is sometimes used with the suffix of the 
third person masculine as nW'aoa. 2 * This is not shortened 
from !5Njw m nTi^3D3 as Friedmann (l.c, p. xxxiii) 
assumes. The suffix points to the subject under discussion 

23 The correct pronunciation of the name is KTlTDfi Mekilata and not 
twbrsD Mekilta. Not only do the plural forms |'r6»3D, TI^SO, and 
trv'Jfi point to such a pronunciation, but we have direct evidence from 
mediaeval authorities for the plural form. Narboni mentions our Midrash 
under the name of WlSO'SD in the plural form (see Briill, Jahrbiicher, IV, 
p. 164). The doubt raised by Ginzberg [Orient. Liter., l.c.) on the ground 
that in Midrash Tehillim 36 (Buber, p. 252) the singular form OT mM 
, NI"n' 1 p J1JIDB' occurs, can easily be removed. The reference there is to 
one collection of R. Simon b. Johai, hence the singular is used. But the 
name of our Midrash was given to it because it consists of many collections 
or tractates, hence it is to be pronounced in the plural form. In a letter 
Ginzberg calls my attention to the fact that Azobi in bis ?|D3 THVp also 
gives the name of our Midrash in the plural form. The expression 
mJD KTvOBil (Lekah Tob to Exodus 16. r, Buber 52 a) does not prove 
anything against the plural form of the name, for the reference there is to 
the one particular tractate of the Mekilta where the quoted saying occurs. 
The expression JWl^aon "IDlNt? HO (in K"hpT\ J^SH Ttobn, JTHT TIN), is 
probably shortened from Kn^3DPl bv3 "1B1KB> flD, or it should read 
KTv^3Q2 "IDINt? i"ID as in the same paragraph, referring to the same 
quotation, Or Zarua actually uses the expression Xn,^3D3 "IJ2SO. It cannot 
be denied, however, that already at a very early time the name was 
erroneously pronounced in the singular. Thus in the colophon at the end 
of the Mekilta the name is evidently used in the singular form. In the 
editions the colophon begins with the words NDp^D flPDn, and in 
the manuscripts it begins with the words NJV'OD p^D or n?13 NDTSD pvD, 
all of them using the singular form of the verb, which shows that they read 
the name Mekilta in the singular. This may have been originally due to 
a mistake by the copyists. The mistake was then accepted by many so that 
it became customary to pronounce the name in the singular form, Mekilta. 

2< Thus frequently in J"DD, but also found in D'TDn 1SD. 
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or the saying quoted, and nW'3D3 means ' in the respective 
tractate ', i. e. in that Tractate of the Midrash in which the 
subject in question is discussed or the quoted saying found. 25 
In the majority of instances, however, reference is made to 
the Midrash as a whole, and the plural form of the description 
xriPOD or pnTOO 'the Tractates' is used. In the course of 
time this description was so frequently used as to cause 
the real name of our Midrash, Sifre, to fall into disuse. The 
description sn^DD then became the specific designation and 
the sole name of our Midrash. 

As regards the second part of the name of our Midrash, 
i.e. fjKJWB* "3m, it certainly does not mean to say that 
R. Ishmael was the author of our Midrash. This additional 
name was given to our Midrash because it begins with the 
words bowse/* *3"i (see Zunz, op. cit., p. 51, note c). Just as 
the Mekilta of R. Simon b. Johai receives its name from its 
opening words : "1Q1K Wi' p pifOE> m (see Hoffmann, Zur 
Einleitung in die Mechilta de-Rabbi Simon ben Jochai, 
Frankfurt a. M., 1906, p. 6), in the same way the work 
mbyn was called fol>ce» ■on xrvn3 (Or Zarua, I, p. 40) 
because it begins with the words S>ty>DB* ^"l "ION, and the 
Midrash Rabbah to Genesis is called by some authorities, 



25 In a different manner does R. Menahem b. Salomo (first half of the 
twelfth century) distinguish between the entire work of the Mekilta and 
the individual tractates which compose it. In his Midrash Sechel Tob 
(ed. Buber, Berlin, 1900) he mentions our Mekilta by the name of XJIP'iO 
(to be pronounced in the plural Mekilata). However, when referring to one 
tractate of the Mekilta, and not to the collection as a whole, he simply uses 
the term XD3DD. Thus on p. 154 he uses the expressions |J't^"n3 
ND3DD3 and pn3DD3 lil^ KHBD1, referring to the Tractate of the Mekilta, 
where the passages are found. This further proves that the meaning of the 
term WIPOD when used as the name for our Midrash is identical with 
the term ND3DD. 
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rwin nin irtwna, because it begins with the words 
nna run rrwin vn (see Zunz, op. cit., p. 184). 26 

26 For the sake of completeness I wish to call attention to a peculiar 
designation applied to our Midrash, or to parts thereof, by some mediaeval 
authors. In OWn p nob® WYb pptTO ri3DC BTVB, ed. H. P. Chajes, 
Berlin, 1909, p. 31, our Midrash is referred to as N\3DT Nfip^Da. The 
Karaite Judah Hadasi in his "IS13n ?13B>8, p. 36 a refers to our Midrash 
under the name of fcO^DT WI.S'OD. The meaning of these two terms NJ^DT 
and tf'ODT, which are probably identical, has not been satisfactorily 
explained, see Chajes, /. c, and in his Introduction, p. xxii. Chajes is 
inclined to think that in both instances the Mekilta de-Rabbi Simon b. Johai, 
and not our Mekilta, is referred to. 

In the Munich Manuscript (codex Hebr. 117) the Mekilta is erroneously 
described as fill l"l1Dt^ TWH. Thus the copyist has written in the beginning 
the following words H3"l HO? r6«3 B«DK1 ^WIN nflDBa Tli>K BB>3. 
This is due merely to a mistake on the part of the copyist, a mistake which 
can easily be explained. The codex contains the Mekilta and the Midrash 
Wayikra Rabbah and other Midrashim. These, in all likelihood, had been 
the contents of the original from which this codex was copied. The copyist, 
noticing that the Midrash Wayikra Rabbah was preceded by a Midrash 
to Exodus, erroneously took the latter to be the Midrash Exodus Rabbah. 



